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power to purchase its own stock, it has been held that it cannot borrow 
funds to be used for this purpose. Adams & Westlake Co. v. Deyette, 8 
S. D. 119. In England, on the other hand, the holding on the main point 
is quite different, as corporations cannot purchase shares of their own stock 
unless expressly authorized. Trevor v. Whitworth, 13 App. Cas. 409. In 
several States also (California, Connecticut, Kansas, Missouri, New 
Hampshire and Ohio) the power of purchasing its own stock is denied a 
corporation on the ground that such a transaction is a fraud upon the 
creditors of the corporation. The leading case is Coppin v. Greenlees & 
Ransom Co., 38 Ohio St. 275. 

Courts — State and Federal Courts — Enforcement' of State and 
Federal Statutes. — Samuels v. Commonwealth, 66 S. E. 222 (Va.). — 
Held, that a former conviction for perjury in a United States court does 
not disqualify an individual from testifying in his own behalf in a State 
court, because neither the State nor the United States can, through its 
courts, take cognizance of violations of the statutes of the other. 

The weight of authority holds that a former conviction and sentence 
for perjury in a State court or in a U. S. court can have no effect, either 
by way of penalty, or of personal" disqualification, or disability, beyond 
the jurisdiction of the court, in which judgment is rendered. Common- 
wealth v. Green, 17 Mass. 515 ; Sims v. Sims, 75 N. Y. 466. But, see contra, 
Chase v. Blodgett, 10 N. H. 22; State v. Foley, 15 Nev. 64. Similarly, a 
State court cannot take cognizance of the crime of perjury, when com- 
mitted before a commissioner, appointed under the U. S. Bankruptcy Act. 
State v. Pike, 15 N. H. 83 ; nor when committed before a commissioner 
of the Circuit Court of the United States. State v. Shelley, 11 Lea (Tenn.) 
594; nor when committed in making an affidavit under the Acts of Con- 
gress relating to the sale of public lands. People v. Kelly, 38 Cal. 145. 
And the Federal courts alone can take cognizance of violations of U. S. 
statutes. Martin v. Hunter's Lessee, 1 Wheat. 304; Ely v. Peck, 7 Conn. 
239. Neither can such jurisdiction be conferred by an Act of Congress. 
U. S. v. Lathrop, 17 Johns. 4. But this doctrine is not well settled, for 
decisions to the contrary are not lacking. U. S. v. Smith, 1 Southard (N. 
J. L.) 33; Buckwalter v. U. S., 11 Serg. & R. (Pa.) 193. 

Divorce — Extent of Relief — Absolute Divorce. — Orton v. Orton, 123 
N. W. 1103 (Mich.). — Where in an action for divorce for extreme cruelty, 
the court found, on sufficient evidence, that the proof established the cruelty 
alleged, it was held, that the court erred in denying the complainant any 
relief, on her refusal of a limited divorce, because she had been twice 
married and divorced before she married the defendant; the last previous 
divorce being for her own cruelty. Grant, J., dissenting. 

It is generally held that an absolute divorce should be granted where 
the separation has been brought about wholly through the fault of the 
defendant, the plaintiff being without reproach. McKnight v. McKnight, 5 
Neb. (Unof.) 260. Thus, where in an action for divorce, the evidence 



